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The paper ccntrasts an affective educaticn pcogram

with a traditional education program-in a school district in
Kentucky. Over 200 elementary stundents fpartici ated in affective
activities in three 30-ainute sessicns ret wee during a 12-week
pilot phase.and a tuo-year study phase.~£or'ﬁ1nal data analysis,

_ children were placed in groups labeled either traditional (having

" little or no exposure to the program) or affective. The ch;ldggn also
were identified as belcnging to one cf six teaperament grcups created
by combining characteristics such as "energetic-active,® Usocially |,
outgoing,” 'conplidnt-passive," and "individually retiring." Results
show that participation in the affective prcegras had desirable
~effects upon overall self-ccnpetency and att;tude toward school.-
Students in the "energetic," “outgoing" temperanment grougs smade
nmeaningful gains in the affective program, whereas students in the
"retiring" teaperament groups made meaningful gains in the
traditional program. Findings indicate that different programs are
beneficial for different types of students. Furtker research in this.
area should consider the effects of classrccm managesent, reglonal
differences, and tenperaments across cultures and acrcss
socioeconomic groups. (Author/Av)
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LONG- TERM EFFECTS OF AN AFFECTIVE- SOCIAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM
e N\ . UPON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN o T

$ o .. o
' . . N \‘ — ' . . N .‘ - .
s . e -
Commitment to affectivé>education is a unique event. It is not quick]y

_ gained. Usuallysobtaining~such a comm1tment means*that both academic programs
and career educat1on must give up some of thﬁ}?gprec1ous time. .
The decis;on to become invotved in gpf/ffect1ve education program was

‘shared by several cons1tuenc1es Administrators, teachers, parehts and
‘some students were involved 1n thig dec1s1;n “Indeed, these severa] groups
.must be involved in the p]ann1ng, development, implementation,-and v

\ eva]uat1on of any new program (St11we11 1976a), especially an affective

’ educat10n program (§t11we11 1976p).

‘ In the last three years the Superintendent School Boar"'ht'“'ﬁers,

students have supported and have been part1c1pants in Stuttgart -

~

{
(AR) Sch 01 D1str1ct No. 22 s affective educat10n program. The School

parents a

th Board want the program "Qur, exper1ence suggests that administrative/

///g;ard~commitment is essentfal for 3 successful program B .

The purpose of th1s report is to describe the effects of an affective

s 1 [

educat1on program in contrast with a trad1t]ona1 educat1on program in this ~l§

2

Schpo] Disthict, Dver the last.two years a‘series of \eports have been

~( prepared to monitor the deve]opment 0fﬁth1s program (St11we]1 & Barclay; R
J977a,,1977b,1978). . // . . :7
+ . Paper presented during the program on "Tenperament Treatment Interact1ons '

‘A.New Key to the Change-Process" at the Annual Mceting of the American
Educat10n$1 Research Assoc1at1on, Toranto, MdtCh 30, 1978.




..Magic Circle, DﬁSO, and Focus on Self. James Barc1ay.and the author designed

R S . I J
. - . ‘ ‘ . a 4 - ‘ .
The work of Roger Aubrey, Fdmond Barnett, Mary Atice Acklin, and Ned

4. Mosley has been crucial 1% the development and inpiementation of this

. hrogra?. Superint%ndent Mosley without reservation supported and = d //,

. facilitated the program, Mary A11ce Acklin was the program managertand

respons1b]e\?dx\teacher/col1eg1a1 as- well as parent tra1n1ng Edmond

Barnett prepared the grade lTevel teacher teams for cooperat1ve work as well
PN e .,
as sensitive management of their own classrooms. Reger Aubrey presented

during 1n-serv1ce training "The C1rc1e“ which was an\integratjon of the

i

|
and evaluated. fhie program events over its two year ex1stence It is the

cooperatlve effort) that produced the resu]ts wh1ch we will describe.

. MEHHOD

Students ' . .«

v

Two hundred twnety—one students (105 boys and 16 g1rls) were involved

0 4

' in the final two-year data co]lect1on (St11we11 & Bare]aye T978) These

ch11dren provided full data sets for. the ﬁ110t program d% wg]] a§ the

»e

three May assessments (1975 ]976 1977}, - e .‘ ) .

b,

N he 9 .
In previous studies (Barclay, 1977) little differences were found

between boys and girls when their temperamentsOQEre,cpnsédered. For this

report we did not discriminate between boys and girls in our “analyses. v
' . - . . . v, ',,, ’ * ) . ' .’\ A
I : Tt T . TR
Programs ,' e L B ; K

-

The "affect1ve educat1on program” on this study was a p1anned 1ntegrat1on C

PP

of DUSO, Focus on Self and The Magic Circle. the Students worked on selected
. ’ [ » . 5 N .

. , . .
) o “ . » . * « . ¢
activities on a regularly scheduled basis:” three 30-minute sgssions per g e N

- o e A 2 ‘ ' :
-+~ .
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week. On a weekly basis the teachers on each grade level met,‘compared
successes and discussed progress with the prbgram's é]ementary QOUnselor.
Those grade level teams répresent the learning team mode] groposed by’

'

, Stilwell and-Santoro (1976). ‘) > LT

[ *

Design
Intia]ly Qtudents were assignea to one“of four program groups: (1)
students who pért1c1pated in a 12-w8ek pilot program plus the full two-
program years, (2) students who were ‘involved in only the last year of the
“study; (§)‘students who worPed(in gnly the 12-week pilot program; and (4)
//étudents who remained in the traditional program throught the fu]] study. j
‘ In the purposes of th1s report ﬁé’:dent1f1ed two "programs” in the
Stuttgart Sch001’D1st{1ct. Our f1na1 groups wgre'labgled as traditional -
and affectite, The traditional group was made up of two group;% one group
had béen participants only in the 12;week pilot program whj]e the .second
traditional groub-has been assigned to tm? traditional school througﬁout

/ the study. The affective group included the students who has been involved

in affegtive eduqétion for the Epll study and thgse students who had been

involved in the program:for 1976-1977. ) - . .
Teachers ‘
1 Crucial to the success of this prégram was thg/willingness ef teachers:

to yield three 30-minute sessions to the program. #f course the leadership

from the administration was facilitative, but the classroom tcachefs did.. .

>

give up academic_time, did learn new interpersonal skills,-and presented a

pRy curriculum. The experience in the affective program was apparently ¢

N

rewarding since these teaghers volunteered to conduct the pre-program

PO ] ;. 1,

Q ' . 5




C s

L ad

-
-

* Criterion

\ '
’Tﬁ—servige for the fift; grade teacherz who received. children who had been
in the wprogram for 6ne'or two years. The in-éer&ice program for these fifth
\gradg'geaehefsxwaé an. imitation bf the 12-we;k gjx-sesé%on pre—progrém,
in-service offéred by Ed'BaQnett: Indeed, the gradg level team and‘its
subéequent comm{tment pg“peer traknihgqreg?esénts énfexémp]e of the team-
- approach described in StiTwell'and Saptoro (1376)..

) L .

N

%-

t

The students were assessed with the Barclay Classrogm

(BCCI) (Bérc]ay, 1977) in May 1975,iMQy 1976, and May 1977.

limate Inventory

Onfy 15 BCCI

Y

S

scales were used in the later analysis.

: Try as we might the program manager was unyilling to encourage the
5 - . v : : o
unobstrusive colTection of behavioral data (eg., atlendance, grades,

discipline fnstance§) and ihperview’dgta from sthﬁents, parents and teachers.

She ﬁrghed that enough changes ‘were occurring in the §tutt§5rt schools,

-

e
Six Temperaments Groups
S . 7

¢
' N

Using thé-meta ana]ysis repo ted. elsewhere (Barclay, 1977),

ﬂlf//1dent1f1ed as members of- a pqrifcular BCCI tempcrament group.

the students

Yo

; _Barq1?y'

suggésts that‘peop]e'can be Tocated-in one of six cells according to their _ .

stitiop on twbubjpo1ar:sca1es: Group 1, energetic-active, individu;11y \
- retiring;.q£OUp 2,'ener§et{c active, sociaT]y outgoing; Group 3, comp]iaht-
o pass1ve, 1nd1v1dua11y ret1r1ng, Group 4, compHant- pass1ve, soc1ab1e out901ng,
Group 5 bWend of 1 and 25 Group 6, b]end of 3 and 4 Thus the ch11dren
became 1dent1f1ed according to tng1r membershjp-1n one of six temperament

groups.. . & . R K ‘

- .
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Data Analys1s

] a
- In earlier’ analyses simple un1var1ate ana]yses of var1ance and covar1ance

14
v

'Qere reparted (St11we11 & Barc]ay, 1977a, 1977b 1978) ' we performed a series
- of un1var1ate analyses of covaridnce using MULTIVARIANCE IV (Finn, 1968). :)

Thus, the students provided data for 2, (programs) X6 (temperament greup)

- univariate-analysis of covariance.. The govariate was the appropr1ate May

1975 BECi scale score. . [jnﬁ
- D ‘ : » Y
b ] (3

RESULTS )
The results from th1s serles of univariate analyses of COvarf§$oe

4
“proyide information which can be’ helpful 1n¢edycat1ona1 decision making.

*

Adjusted Mean Scores and F statistics are presented in tabular formath

- " ”

E]even bf the 15 Prognam X Temperament Group interactions were significant
at the .10 level or less. Th1s h1gher than conventiona] Jlevel wds suggested

.by Cronbach and Snow (]977) for stud&es of th1s kind. -Of the réwaining four

t

* BCCI Var1ab1es we found two group main effects in the career-awareness areax

o -
(soc, VTOT) and two program main effects in se]f—report (STOT, CCI). Thus,

" we obtained significant differences on each, of the 15 sclected BCCI scores.

Main Effects  ° . ol - . v

Program Effects. The resufts from the two,program effects show that -

PN

Zparticipation'in "The Circte” did have desireab]ereffects upon overall

v . self-competency and in the students'’ attitude toward school (see fab]e).

- Temperament Group Effects. ‘The two group.effeotshdisplay patterns.

Y

whioh might be anticipated” ‘That is, Group 4 students seem to be outgoing
and have some 1eadersh1p skills; indeed, they~appear to want to learn more o

- about peopie:or1entedtcareers. Also Group—6- stidents séem to Uo‘*ptay1ng

's" )
. . . -
oty PR ‘ . R




things" very conservatively and succeeded in raising their scores.

1 .
he . . “

;,Program’h Tempevament Group Interactions
s, : i The thrust of this effort_is to jdentdfx the program x temperament
~ groups jnteractions.. In the long run'ne.want to be able to: recommend
programs for certain kinds of children, Indeed, the BtCIktemperaments'seen
to stgnal'certain styles -of personal interaction, which can-be called
temperamenté. Ogr fﬁndings:suggest that~temperaments do interaqt'in ways
which are,more’meaningfu].than majn effect results. In presenting thece
findings we will Took at the figures displaying the adjusted mean scores
. with the May 1975 covariate elimipated (see pages 10 through 13).

- - [ Y
+ Peér Support. The Targest number of sighificant ptogram x BCCI

‘temperanent group interaotﬁons were found on the peer support scales of the
" BCCI.: Plotting these scores produced patterns that showed~differences in .
the same scales for students who had been 1n the affective program and for
- students who h>d been assigned to the fraditional curriculum. On GAI, GRM

GSC and GE genera]]y compliant belnds (Group 6) and energet1c outgo1ng
(Group 2) students made meaningfu] qains in the affective program while -
’retiring students (Group 1 and Group 5) ‘made gains 1n the trad1t1ona}
program. This pattern could be ant1c1pated by the character of the two
\; ¢ programs--supporting ;ﬁigo1ng express1ve styles of interaction versu§
ma1nta1n1ng a confro]]ed managed classroom.
b A s1m11ar pattern was found for GR and GD. Improvcnent~on both of ) .
these sca]es is s1gna]ed by a lower post program score. The tradit%ona1\

(S °
-‘; program seems to hay) Heen successfu] in keeping these scores low which

means the students were seen as more compliant. In contrast the affective
, 2 "- v




'uprQQraanrov1ded an opportunwty in the qu1et Y{Group 6) students ta become
] more‘open and outgoing. This pattern offers the teacher ‘and adm1n1strator
an option:to choose one program sty]e-over another, dependﬁng on propram
‘goalsl\ o o 5 "1 oy _
Tne'overali peer support score (GTOT) seems te’summarfze the thrust of
the group x program 1nteract1ons The pass {ve compliant students (Groups 3
‘and 4) stayed about the same over the two y ars The GTOT results suggest
- the affect1ve program suppooted the outgoing sty]es of se]ected students
(Groups 2 -and 6) At the same t1me the ‘traditional programyseemed to

Vet
‘reward those students who were quiet and retiring (Groups 1 and Q .

Career Awareness. Participation {n‘the two propram alternatives
appeared to have an effect upo: two measures of career awarencss. The
. students in the affective program appeared to have "tugned on" the quﬁet
ch11dren (Groups 1 and 2), to outdoor masculine occupat10ns REAL ?nd to-
intellectual careérs (INT). » At the same time the traditional program appears’
’;to hawe stimu]ated(the ene{get1c blend (Group 5) students in these same two

'areas: Thus, the pattern suggests that different overall prd@ram alternatives

(affectiVeVVersus traditional) can benefjl selected students development of

career awareness in certain areas.’ . . t
Teacher Support. A major thrust of this program was on teacher in-
service training. The group X program resuﬁts suggest that teachers dide -

-
' -

respond d1fferent1a]1y to the1r students. More spech1ca11y, the affective

program teachers seem to have responded more positively (TR+) to the outgoing,

v

acttxe and energetic students in their classes. ’ I contrast the teachers in
the trad1t1ona1 program were more positive to thé quiet and comp11ant <3

stu'ants. This pattern suggests that teachers. support students who are
. " .

PR N . - 1]
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\ “"fittdng jn" uith the,program or c]assroom goa]s Teachers Were'a]soﬁ
P\ negative {TR-). toward certa1n k1nds of students, but d1fferent1a]1y by
. program and group More'spec1f1ca1]y, the blend (Groups 5 and 6) students *
'seem to be.more "troub]esome (7)" for the affect1ve program teaCThers than
~'other students.’ Meapwhﬁ]e in the trad1t1ona] program the teachers seem to
'be:more'négative towaZi)pass1ve students who probab]y are more dependent
and require.spectai thacher supporf. R
- '. < L ) ) o\\
, SUMMARY . .
\ The affective education program in Stuttgart (Magic Circle, DUSO, Focus
' //—_—‘T\Bn Self plus teacher in—service and parents groups) repres%nts.a bold step
y for-a schoo1 system. It is a change in a beneficial direction. While olr
* data do not cover all the bases e,g—~\psychometr1c, observat1ona1, and
interview), we do have an apprec1at1on for the two programs "»benefits for
.seiected students. The affect1ve program seems to have fac111tated -
1nterpersona1 skills and soc1a1 1nterests The trad1t1ona1 program appears *
to have ma1nta1nedJmany appro%r1ate (se]f contro]]ed) skills. At the same
time we found that both programs were not appropr1ate for all chLTdren
Th1s alone is not new, but it is 1mportant to obtain this fﬁnd1ng again-

Qur approach of ]ka1ng at children by their tempex ament group seems to ’
bedan important step forward: 1n educational research. Our model is that of
Cronbach and Snow (1977), but the rea]1ty~of the classroom and schoo]
S1tuat1on often does not perm1t the r1gor wh1oh they suggest.y Accord1ng1y
. we have moved in a direction which allows us to begin individualizing

. ”1nstruct1onaJ styles around temperament clusters. We must go on to look at
more programs,‘nore different c;assroom management/curricu1uar interventions,
at the differences among regions, tempcraments across cultures ahd across

AN ' “ ' f - .
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.. sotiogcongmic groups. Indeed, we havé a quéstion which must be answered -

.

b "Nhat.}eafﬁiﬁg ﬁrogram i5 most effective for each teiperament group with

. - . ) .
that unique learning outcome? o
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Adjusted Mean Scores and F Statisttcs for. BCCI ' ' _ ) . ~
- Scales Over Two@rogram Years ’ o )

s ! Progra.m* , . . ) . . oL,
Variable . Affective Y Traditiomal , = F _ X . |
. [ 1,208 »
.. Self-Competency = | 14.96 .. 14.18 J 3.2445. o3, f e . ' '
W = _— “ ) N \ J . -
Group - ) . . . . o f
.- ‘Artistic . ‘| . \ « - . , -
w ~ Inteéllipence N 41.497 . 4,601 . .004 .9835 .o . .
“|-*"« Realistic . P = ‘ , ' . .
R A Masculine - © 4,494 4.078 1.0305 ,}{ .3111 . ; .
. rpscudn A _ ‘ .
] . sécialt , N : )
\( 1 Conventional . ' 6.328 . 6.326 2787 .. .5982 , -
‘ . R A A
| ! . B N K]
1 Enterpr.ising ¢ 6.983 6.227 4043 < .5257
B . R . . e N [}
* * - -
Retitent . 3.030 W 2,566 - «2315 . .6311 . - o . L.
‘Disruptive . | .. 3.051° 3,105 " 3.5465 .| L0611 ‘ . S
! ¢ . .
. ' 4 VR
, ., Overall - e 22,30 21.32 _ 4740 .4920
) CT k] . . - - .
. . Y . . 4
L Career . R . R / “ :
'Realistic 4,425 4,185 .| .1257 .7233 .
. : ~ S . C ‘| Note'l, Ignoring Group and Program x
o . Intellectual 4.099 4.612 2.1139 .1475 . Group Interaction Effects »
. % ' . .o ) _ .
Social e 5w457 . 5.913 . i .6625 .4167 2. Ignoring P x C and eliminating
’ " - ) . a * ' = Program Effects
. ' Overall i .33.19 34.88 1.9629 L1627 . v .
¢ M . N
, ' . ) 3. Eliminatingl Program and
Teacher . ¢ , ) ) . . Group Effects
¢ ' ) \1 . .
Positive Rating 18,43 1 16.45 5.1845 - .0239 , . 4. Error term in the ANCOVA is
o . % 2575 the residual
Negative' , . _5.5M N 3em3 | 1287 : . . _ |
Attitude Toward |- T ‘ : ‘ R \ -
| school 9.159 8.600 3.5170 .0622 J
} ° \_’ S 14
s ‘ . /




g

Adjusted Mean Scores and F Statisgtics for BCCI

»

(céntinued)
Scales Over Two Program Years :
Temperament Group2 Interaction3
1 2 3 C 4 5 6 F. 208 ?( F5 208 ¢
14.11 15.17 14,54 ;4.01 15.27 14.32 .7873 .5600° .6972 .6é6z
, 6024 4,498 | - 3.603' 2.340 5.956 5.742 3.5704 .0041 2.9149 .0145
4,707 4.504‘ 3.834. 3.059 | 5.134 4.479 1.7889 .1165 ' 2.4857 .0327
8.471 6.472 5.496, 4.353 7.104 6.0%9 «2.9137 .0145 12,516} ,+0309
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